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The substance of a Paper read to the Council by the 
Reverend G. B. Bentley (concluded) 
THE WoRKING-OUT OF EPIsCcOPACY 
As the Report says (p. 43), it would not be necessary that the 
working-out of episcopacy within any Free Church which accepted 
it should exactly match the Anglican pattern— provided, of course. 
that the essentials of the local church were reproduced. 

“ After episcopal orders had been . . . received the Church 

might or might not need to work out 1n its own system the further 
application of episcopacy. It might then make a valuable con 
tribution of its own to the interpretation of episcopacy in Christen 
dom. Episcopacy as thus developed by the Free Church, while 
not incompatible with full communion with the Church ot 
England, might, as the Archbishop hinted in his Sermon, vary in 
certain respects from the contemporary English model. At the 
same time there might well be within the Church of lkuglhind 
developments in the constitutional setting in which episcopacy ts 
exercised, such as would make easier the complete linking of the 
two traditions and full intercommunion.”’ , 


It is difficult to see what is meant by “ might or might not need 
to work out, etc."’; but the general sense of this paragraph seems 
reasonable enough. 


THE’GENERAL PLAN OF SUCH AGREEMENT | 

But then, on p. 44. things begin to go wrong. The Report | 
proceeds to detail six “ points '’ which (it maintains) the general 
plan of any agreement between the Church of England and a Free | 
Church would have to include ; and some of oy at any rate, | 
are patently unacceptable. I shall confine myself here to pointing | 
out what seem to me the two most serious flaws. 

In the first place, it is apparently taken as inevitable that 
there would be a very large measure of intercommunion between 
the Church of England and the Free Church from the outset, or 
at any rate before the Free Church had been effectively con- 
verted into a group of episcopal local churches. Thus, under 

Point 3 (p. 45): 

* The Church of England would agree to admit to communion 
baptized and duly commended communicant members of the Free 
Church in good standing, and would officially authorize duly com- 
mended communicant members of the Church of England in good 
standing to receive the sacrament.,of Holy Communion: at the 
hands of such Ministers of the Free Church as had been either eras 
consecrated to the episcopate or episcopally ordained or further 
commissioned to the Presbyterate.”’ 

The last five words of the paragraph refer to an observation made 
on p. 44, that it might prove possible to work out “* some form of 
further commissioning ’’ which would enable the Church of 
england to recognize as priests ministers who had not been epis- 
copally ordained to the priesthood. We are not told how this 
remarkable consummation could be procured But, apart from 
this unexplained mystery, the Report evidently expects inter- 
communion to be established while the Free Church is ‘ ‘ episcopal” 
only in the sense of having bishops in it—that is, without waiting 
lor episcopacy to create the diocesan ”’ structure proper toit. As 
far as | can see, the fact that there were ministers somewhere in the 
ree Church who had been consecrated bishops would be held to 
admit the communicants of the Free Church throughout the 
country to.communion at Anglican altars. The principle from : 
which this recommendation proceeds appears to be a belief that 
sprinkling episcopal orders here and there upon a nonconformist 
organization would turn it into a Church. It is an unfounded 
belief. The Free Church could not rightly obtain recognition from 
the Church of England-antil it manifested the structure proper to 

.e the Catholic Church, so that the question of intercommunion 
‘could be raised as betwee n ii of episcopal local churches. 


A CRUX 


In the second place, the Report treats it as indispensable that 
any Free Church which accepted episcopacy should not be 
expected to break or in any way abate its fellowship with other 
ree Churches which remained non-episcopal. Thus, under 
Point 5 (p. 45): 

“ It would be recognized that the Free Church, though ‘itself 
episcopal or in process of becoming episcopal, would yet continue 


to maintain the relations of fellowship and intercommunion which 


it at present-enjoys with non-episcopal Churches ; and the Churcli 
of England, though not able to adopt the like policy for itself, 
would yet not regard the matter as one which should stand in the 
way of the achievement of intercommunion between itself and the 
Free Church. | 

‘* Comment.—This principle is as important to the ree Churches 
as the acceptance of episcopacy is to Anglicans.’’ 

This is a crux in all our discussions about reunion at the present 
time: the principle which the Report treats as inviolable is 
embodied not only in the Constitution of the Church of South 
India but also in the schemes of union which are now being con- 
sidered in North India and Ceylon. In the present instance one 
difficulty for Anglicans consists in the chaos which would invade 
(hurch life if the communicant members of a Free Church con- 
vregation were at liberty to communicate in the chapels of 
denominations which had not accepted episcopacy as-well as in 
their own chapel and in the parish church; but the most dis- 
turbing feature of the proposal in the Report, as of like provisions 
in other schemes of union, is that the intercommunion which ts 
postulated between the body which has accepted episcopacy and 
the bodies which have not does not exclude intercelebration. That 
is to say, ministers not episcopally ordained might from time to 
time be invited to celebrate the Lord’s Supper in the chapels of the 
episcopal Ffee Church, and their celebration would be treated as 
equally valid with that of priests. Now the implication of that 
wotild be, I think, that the so-called ** episcopal’? Free Church 


had not genuinely taken episcopacy into its system at all: that 


it had accepted episcopacy only as a method of government and 
pastoral oversight, while denying that it was in any way essential 
to the validity of sacraments —this deniafbeing entirely consistent 
with its refusal to have its existing ministers reordained by its 
new bishops. 


THE VALIDITY OF SACRAMENTS 


The fact of the matter is that no Free Church is at present 
prepared to admit that episcopal ordination gives any sacramental 
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authority and power over and above what a Free Church thinister 
already possesses. Perhaps that is not in itself an insuperable 
obstacle to reunion: after all, there are many in the Church of 
England who think the same. But if a newly constituted episcopal 
communion, whether in South India or elsewhere, admits mimi- 
sters not episcopally ordained to celebrate and communicate the 
faithful—an action which has the effect of excluding the Catholic 
understanding of episcopacy, as the Church of England does not 
-then all we can say is that the Free Church view of the matter, 
has been allowed to triumph over Catholic doctrine. 
I do not think we need regard such intercelebration as neces- 
sarily invalidating the new communion’s intention in ordaining ; 
for a communion which overestimates the authority of non- 
episcopal orders may yet, in its own ordinations, intend to do 
what the Church has always done. But the catholicity of such a 
communion is. undoubtedly impaired ; and it is hard to see how ~ 
those who hold that validity is dependent upon episcopal ordina- 
tion can, without violating conscience, either be members of it 
themselves or agree to its being acknowledged as Catholic by 
other Churches to which they belong. I cannot think, therefore, 
that it would be right to go ahead along the lines suggested by the 
Archbishop unless some Free Church showed itself ready to 
consider at any rate modifying its relationship to non-episcopal 
communions. A communion cannot become genuinely episcopal 
unless it takes its stand with other episcopal Churches and gives 


up trying to make the best of both worlds. 


‘CONCLUSION 


There are other points in this Report that are open to criticism ; 

~but the two I have emphasized are the most unsatisfactory. 
I am convinced that the Archbishop’s proposal could not be put 
into practice with any hope of success unless, first, all question of — * 
intercommunion between the Church of England and the Free : 
Church were deferred until the latter had developed the structure 
of episcopal local churches and, secondly, intercommunion be- 
tween the ‘episcopal Free Church and non-episcopal bodies were 
restricted in such a way as would exclude intercelebration and 
safeguard order and discipline in local church life. If no Free 
Church is prepared to relax its attitude to these matters, then, 
however good ‘the Archbishop’s suggestion may be in itself, the 
time for carrying it out is not yet. Perhaps I should add that 
some Iree Church writers seem to think the same. More than 
one of them has pointed out that accepting episcopacy means 
much more than accepting new titles for superintendent ministers 
or the like, because it involves doctrines of validity and divine 
grace, It is encouraging to see this so clearly recognized. 
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POINTERS 


Scheme for Church Union in West Pakistan.—As a result of the 
difficulties which have arisen from the partition of India, a new 
Christian Council for West Pakistan has been formed as an 
autonomous body distinct from the former National Christian 
Council of India and Pakistan. The newly formed W.P.C.C. 
appointed a Church Union committee which invited the Churches 
in West Pakistan to appoint delegates to a Church Union Negoti- 
ating Committee to plan for a United Church of West Pakistan. 
The bodies concerned are the Anglican Diocese of Lahore, Metho- 
dists, and Presbyterians. The proposal is that the plan should 


be based on the documents already prepared by the North India. 
committee, i.e., the ‘‘ Proposed Basis of Union ’’ and the “ Sug-- 


gested Constitution of the United Church ” , which have already 


been the subject of comment in Faith and Unity. Some changes. 


may be required as there are no Baptists involved in West 


Pakistan as there are in North India and there is a much larger ~ 


block of Presbyterians. Contact is to be maintained with the 


negotiating committee in North India. 


Is this ‘‘credal orthodoxy ’’?—In a letter to The Living 
Church of October 22, 1950, the Rev. Felix Cirlot drew attention 
to statements made by Bishop Hollis, Moderator of the Church of 
South India, to a clergy conference in the Diocese of Indianapolis. 
He wrote, inter alia: “ Bishop Hollis admitted quite definitely 


‘that there is in his opinion . . . no place left in the new sect, in 


view of its official formularies and its settled official practice, for 
anyone who holds the necessity of episcopal ordination. . . . 

‘“* A second point of still more importance is his equally candid 
admission that the so-called ‘ reasonable liberty of interpretation 
of the historic Creeds ’ includes and’was intended to include the 
right to deny or doubt the Virgin Birth. . 4 aes 

“ Finally, it was made clear that in the new sect Confirmation 

. is entirely optional, and that its place may be taken by 


several of the sectarian methods of admittance to Communion, 


and that if it is received at all, .it may be administered by men 
below the rank of bishop, including men who have not had any 


‘episcopal ordination or even Confirmation at all, and are thus 


from the Rage standpoint only baptized but unconfirmed 
laymen.” 

‘We have waited some time to see whether there would be any 
reply to Fr. Cirlot’s letter: we have seen none, so presumably 
his statements are accepted-as correct. : 
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THE APPROACH REUNION 


X.—PRIESTHOOD 


It could hardly be said that there is a very obvious connection 
between the Sacred Ministry of the Catholic Church and * Annie 
Get Your Gun’”’. And yet the relation between the three orders 
of Ministry could be aptly described by the words * Anything 
you can do I can do better”’. Though perhaps it shauld be 
altered to “ Any things you can do I can do and more’. Then 
priests could sing it to the deacons, and bishops could sing it to 
their priests. For that is what Anglicans believe. They hold 
that deacons are ordained ministers but with very limited 
functions. ~ When they are ordained priest they are then able to 
perform definitely priestly functions, particularly those of 
consecrating the Holy Sacrament of Christ's Body and Blood, 
with -the offering of His Sacrifice which that entails, and of 
pronouncing by the authority of Christ, His forgiveness of the 
sins of the penitent, whether publicl¥ or_privately. 

Then if a priest is consecrated a bishop he does not cease to 
have these priestly powers, but he has added to them the power 
to transmit the gift of the Holy Spirit in the Sacrament of Con- 
firmation, and again in a more specialized way, in the Sacrament 
of Ordination. 


THE IMPLICATIONS OF PRIESTHOOD 


Now all these are very obvious remarks ; so obvious in fact 
that it is easy to lose sight of their significance. In the first 


place, these beliefs about the functions of the Sacred Ministry- 


are inseparable from and on the same level of importance as the 
beliefs about the Sacraments themselves, or the doctrines of the 
Creed. An Anglican priest may declare publicly that he refuses 
to hold the Anglican belief about the Real Presence of our Lord 
in the Blessed Sacrament, and the reality of the Eucharistic 
Sacrifice, and it is probable that he will not be put under discipline 
for it. But if the same priest invites his lay churchwarden to be 
the celebrant. at the Holy Eucharist, it would hardly be treated 
with episcopal indifference, Similarly a bishop may declare that 


he personally has no use for the Sacrament of Penance ; he may 
hold that forgiveness of sins is only to be obtained in some way 


typical of protestant belief. But there would be-no small outery 
if for that reason he attempted to ordain men to the priesthood 


and deliberately omitted the words ‘* Whose sins thou dost forgive 


they are forgiven’. Is it not-apparent, when we look at it in this 
light, that however great a degree of agreement there may be 
between Anglicans and Nonconformists on some articles of the 
Creed, there is a t great gulf between them on the whole subject of the 
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Sacred Ministry. And yet it is suggested that the acceptance of 
episcopacy by Nonconformists is a suitable preliminary to full 
communion with them. But do they realize what they are being 
offered? They are not simply being offered a chance to wear a 
purple stock and gaiters and go about the same work that they 
were doing before, only under the title of * Bishop’’. They are 
being offered the character and powers of the whole Sacred 
Ministry. Even when there is any discussion of what the function 
of such a bishop should be, it largely hinges round the subjects 
of Ordination and whether or not Confirmation is a good thing ; 


that is, round the particularly episcopal powers. But it is seldom 


realized that they cannot be bishops (as Anglicans understand the 
word) without also being priests, with priestly powers. But do 
Nonconformist ministers want to be made priests? Would they 
subscribe to the Anglican beliefs about the priesthood, exhibited 
in the Anglican Ordinal? Would they be prepared to say that 
only a priest may offer the Holy Sacrifice ?, (Would they be pre- 
pared to say that the Holy Sacrifice can be offered by anyone in 
the Eucharist at all’) Would they be ready to say that only 
particular people have the God-given power to consecrate the 
bread and wine to become the Body and Blood of Christ. (Could 


they even agree that the bread and wine can and do become so 


changed that the Body and Blood of Christ are given and received 
in, Holy Communion?) Would Nonconformists agree that a 
minister of any order is not simply a layman with the collar 
turned round to show that he has the authority of all the other 
laymen to do certain things because it is most convenient, but 
that he is a different sort of man altogether, that he has in fact 
a different character given to him at his ordination? And yet 
that is what the Church of England believes. ** Receive the 
Holy Ghost for the Office and work of a priest in the Church of 
God,’’ says the bishop as he ordains a deacon to the priesthood. 
That is, he does not merely give him authority to do the work, 
he gives him the Office, the character of the priesthood too. Not, 
of course, that that makes him better than or superior to the 
laymen whose ranks he has left, as though he were being promoted 
to commissioned rank, but it does set him apart as a different ° 


kind of man. 


THE EpiscopATE ALONE INSUFFICIENT 
Readers of Dr. Haselnyvayer’s article on * Priesthood and 
Reunion pubhshed in the November-December number of 
Faith and Unity;-witt know that there is no lack of evidence that 
the Nonconformist answer to all these questions on priesthood 
would be an unequivocal * No’’. And his examination of many 
reunion schemes does indeed indicate that’ a uniform fendenz in 
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. a Series of reunion-schemes to minimize * priest " and emphasize 
* pre sbyter ‘is at least suggestive that © priesthood ’ is truly being 
rejected Even where the device of supplemental ordination 
is suggested, which in theory means that the Christian bodies 
concerned contribute the whole of their ministries to each other 
by a sort of mutual exchange, no one seems very anxious to 
receive the whole of the Anglican ministry with its doctrine of 
priesthood, and, by implication, the acceptance of all the other 
doctrines involved, such as, for example, the acceptance of the 
Anglican beliefs about the Eucharist and forgiveness of sins. 

That is why it is futile to discuss the question of the ministry 
at the level of the episcopate alone. Episcopacy without priest- 
hood has no meaning at al] for Anglicans, for the greater includes 
the less. And for this reason too it must surely be the intention 
of the Anglican Communion, in starting from the Lambeth 
Quadrilateral, to mean the whole of the Sacred Ministry when it 
speaks of the Historic Episcopate. And that, we believe, is where 
discussion on this subject should begin, with the doctrine of the 
whole Ministry and the doctrine of the particular character and 
functions of each of the three orders considered in relation to one 
another and to the rest of the whole Faith and Order of the 
Church. 

lor unless agreement is reached at that level, even if every 
denomination decided to have. some of their ministers made 
bishops "' to-morrow, we should still be as deeply divided as 
we are now, divided on the doctrine of the priesthood and all 


that it involves. 
L. F. CHADD. 
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